
.
:;

DOCUMENT RESUME
.

,..'s

ED 113 768 CS 501 137.

AUTHOR
TITLE

.

-,,"PUB DATv

Cheathan, T.' Richard; Erickson, Keith V.
Simulation Learning Experiences in Speech
COmmunicatdon.

.`Apr 75
2Up.; `Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
International Communication Association Convention
(Chicago, Illinois, April 19.75)

'PDRq DICE MF-$0.7,6 HC-$1.58 Plus Postage
,

DESCPIPTOPS 'Class Activities; *Communication (Thought TranSfer);
Educational Peseerch; *Games; Higher Education;
Instructional Materials; *Learning Activities;
*National Sbrveys; *Simulation; Speech Instruction;
Tpaching Methods

ABSTRACT.
This study, the first national survey of an academic

(discipline's use of simulation and game exerdises, constitutes an
attempt 'o determine the status, rationale, and effectiVeness of such
exercises. Specifically, members of he Speech Communication
Association were surveyed regarding the courses in which simulations
and games are employed, the types Of exercises used, communication
concepts demonstrated, selection criteria, evaluation techniques, and
attitudes toward the utilization of communication games. Data were
collected by means of a 17-item questionnaire.The responses
indicated that the-utilization of communication games is a popular
'eaching strategy within the' discipline. With more than 70 percent, of

-the respondents indicating utilization cf communication gameS, the
recent trend of including games in fundamentals, interpersonal
communication, and small group textbooks, and the.advent of a dozen
or so'bockswithin the past year which include as their major
emphascommunice±idn probes" or "communication vibrations" appear
warranted. The resulte.of the study are presented isn botii narrative
and table fordat. (RB)
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The impress o the,"age of relevanCy" has forced
teachers,of speeCh 'investigate alternative teaching
st.gategies,-as stu' fits and the general public demand academic
acCountability; thougfi the multidimensional,factors
lieved related t effective instruction are difficult to
,isolate, severe contempnrary teaching strategies have

,,efterged, many. -which were_unknowna mere decade ago. , AmOng
Instructional nnovitions recently developed are simulation
and game exe ises;1.1.$peech Communication scholars with:-
increaseef quenCY'sre, teporting'the.theoreticaland prag-
matic_appl ation,bf, simulations, and games in the classroom.2
Current t tboaka and convention Panels. fOcus on games and
simulatio Et.as exciting and effective meads of teaching cow-
mOacati t'concepts andrelationahips:3 The, popular use of

,

aimUlet op and games,exeicises in fundamentals, interpersonal
commun cation, and- small-grOup,cOurses has, in some quarters, .

reach 4 fad proportions,.-

Cognizant of the griming interest In simulation and
strategies Among teachers, the researchers sought to in-

tigate the extent tOvhich these strategieS are employed
w thin tirhe di,SCipline-afspeech"communication: This study,
he first national'aurvey'of_an academic diiCiplIne's use.
of Simulation and game exercises, constituted an attempt to
determine the status,,rationale, and.effectiyeness of these
strategies/ Specifically members of the 1peech Communicaiion
ApsOctation were surveyed regarding courses in which simu.=-
.litions'and games areemployed, the,types of,exerCises used,
communication concepts demonstrated, selection criteria, eval-
uation techniques, and attitudes toward the utiliiation of
comtunicatron games (student attitudes,_colleaguevattitudes,
and personal attitudes). For the purpose of thisystudy "simu-
lationa and games" were defined as "serious games in'the sense

A
- ',that these games have an explicit and carefully thoughtoat

educational purpose and are not intended to be played pri-
marily for amusement."4 While several educational researchers

- distinguish-between "simulation" and"game" others view the .

terms as pedagogically synonymous.5 We'employed.the terms
'interchangeably.
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Procedure

Data were collected by means of a seventeen item
'questionnaire. The mechanica of questionnaire construction
(size; format, paper color, signature, sponsnr agency, credi-
bility and purpose explanation) and response'rate (follow-up,
reward, mailef,selection of, subjects) were carefully tonsider-
ed in order to maximize replies and subject Comprehension of
_he-items.6. Fourteen of the items were answerable by categori-
cal replies : /. WhiWthiee open-ended questions were included.

-2,

'-'..pubjeCt,§ for ':'the investigation consisted of 'randomly
seledted Speech OOMmbhication AssOciation members:listed in ,

the 1973-1g74 D'-:o,ctory; 'Excluding graduate teachihg assis,
611'i:its and nonteachers from the sample, base, a total of 1,604

.'ellbjestcts were selected. 'A, single-page (81/2" x 14") questionnaire,
'','folded into booklet form, was,mailed to each subject. In addi-
AiOn'totbe,questdOnnaire, each subject received a letter of
introduc Oon- and apostage.ggaranteed-business reply envelope.
The initial' mailing "occurred on May, -6; 1074,-wirh a follow-up
mailogt to nt5n-z'responders an,:Beptember 1 1974. Five hundred
anti eleven usable repfies-mette receive (eighteen replies weretlassified as unusable). The re.turn rate,. 31.9% is comparable
'with'other, survey studies of randomly, selected individuals in
'Bpee6h.Commhaication research reporti.s.

. r .

1r

Results

In an effort to render the answers toquestionnaire
items more meaningful to the reader, the researchers have demo-
graphically identified the survey respondents according to sex,
academic rank, years of_ experience, acs:dethic degree, teaching
"level, and principal teaching field (see first two columns of
Table 1). Male respondents outnumbered female respondents by
a:three to one margin. Predominantly college and university
teachers,-the respondents were relatively evenly divided among

.'the.majofacadamic ranks. Approximately one half of all'the
-reapondente Indicated fewer than ten years of teaching exper-

. wblIe the remainder were 4ivided almost equally among
-'the'11-15; i6-20,'and 20+ years,of experience categories. By .jar the-majority of all respondents held,Ph.D. degrees, with
Ph.D. respondents *outnumbering M.A. respondents by a margin of

otwo to one. Most of the respondents listed their
' principal' teaching area as either speech fundamentals, inter-
'personal communcation, rhetoric and public address, or communi7
cation thedry. Other teaching areas accounted fora combined.iotal of only iliety-one of the live hundred and'eleven.tes-

, ppndents.
4

Who utilizes communication ames Of the five hundred
and el,ev-en respondents, three hundred and sixty -one' indicated
that they,utilized communication games in the classroom.(70.6%)?
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while one hundred and_f_iit_y_Lr_e_apon-dents (29-3Z) repo-rt-ed---ne-u-s
of such simulations. When cross tabulated with sex, rank,exper-
ietice, degree, teaching level, and teaching field, the,three hun-
dred and sixty -one game users are further identified in the last
three columns of Table 1. With 70.1% of the male respon4ents
and 72.6% of the female respondents indicating use of simulations,'
-one must conclude that such strategies enjoy Popularity with both
'sexes among SCA members. It is interesting to note that game,
utilization decreases as academic rank increases. While 62.1%
Of the instructors indicated use of communicatidp, games, onfy.
55.1% of the.-full professors responded in, the affirmative.
Since academic rank generally correlate'S positively with years

'of experience, it is not surprising that game utilizatiop
. decreases as years of experience increase. Beginning with
82.42 of teachers with 1-5 years of teaching experience, the-
percentage of game users declines with each five year category,
finally revealing only 56.6% of the teachers with more than.-
twenty years of experience responding as game users. Although
a slightliThigher percentage of M.A. degree holders,indicated
'use of communication, games (75,9%), more than two-thirds of
the Ph.D. holders responding (69%) indicated use ,9f games.

,As teaching level increases, game usage decreases, from high
school to. university situations. 'However, the low 'number of
respondents from'community colleges, high schools, and junior
high schools requires very tentative acceptance of such a'con-
clusion. Of the teaching fields represented by at least seventy-
five respondents, games appear most popular among teachers of
interpersonal communication and speech fundamentals, and least
popular among rhetoric and public address instructors. The fact
that 81.3% of the interpersonal communication instructors and
73.8% of the speech fundamentals instructors employ games attests
to the significance of communication games in the speech communi-
cation discipline, inasmuch as these courses have traditionally
been the highest enrollment courses within departmental curricu-
la.

Which types of games" are utilized? The three hundred and
sixty-one game users were requested to, indicate the types of games
utilized most frequently. As Table 2 indicates, "reality-
simulation" and'"awareness training" games are utilized by consi-
derably more SCA members than are "games of chance," "fantasy
games," and "games of skill." The overwhelming choice of "reality-
simulation" and "aw reness training" games from a list of close -
ended alternatives as underscored by comments in response to an
open-ended question aire item pertaining to the Major contribution
of simulation exerc ses. Respondents'- answers focused on the value
of simulations as "o portunities to make mistakes without having to
pay the price," as 1

roviding students a chance to experience what
they read in the tex book," and finally as "a chance to extend
learning'into the affective domain." .4

How long have SCA members utilized games? The survey
results indicate utilization of communication games within the



Speech Communication discipline is a phenomenon of rather recent
origin (see Table 3): Two hundred and ninety-six (821) of all
SCA game,users-responding indicated that theyAikve used game
strategies for fewer than seven years. At thrsame time that
we emphasize the newness of game phenomena for most Speech
Communication Association members, however, the fact that
twenty-four respondents indicated familiarity with simula-
tiotiand.game techniqUes for thirteen or more years suggests
that many of our current games were availablefor quite some
time before they became widely accepted teaching methodologies.

In Which courses are communication ',games used most
frequently? The respondents were asked to list all courses
in which communication games were utilized. Tabulations of
their responses are reported in Table 4. 'Speech Fundamentals,
.Interpersonal Communication, and Small Group Communication
were listed most frequently as courses hest suited for game
strategies. Again,it is interesting to note that "service
courses" ranked highest in game utilization.

Why do instructors use communication games? On a close-
ended, eight-choice item, respondents were requested to check
all of the rationale factors Which4they considered as
significant justifications for the use of communication games.
Table 5 indicates the results of their choices. The primary
justification for the use of games appears to lie in their,
experiential nature. Almost eighty-six percent of the respon-
dents indicated that they view games as a "superior method
of clarifying concepts." Operi-esded responses on another
questionnaire item echo this rationale. One respondent commented
that "an ounce of experience is worth a ton of, talk." Othets
praised game experiences as "learning to do by doing." Nearly
eighty percent of the respondents suggested that a major value
of game experiences rests in the "variety" which they bring into
the speech classroom, while fifty-six percent of the game users
saw "student enjoyment" as a reason for continued utilization
of simulation exercises. Approximately one-half of the game
users viewed communication games as "ice-breakers"cand "rapport-
builders." Fortunately, only thirty respondents considered
"time-filling" an adequate justification for the utilization of
communication games.

Which criteriacriteria are considered in selecting a particular
communication game? Respondents were offered .a list of twelve
criteria and instructed.to check the choices which they deemed
essential for'a particular game. As indicated on Table 6, res-
-psondenba felt that "high interest level,", "clear object lesson,"
"participation factors," "theory based " "teaching tool," and .

"life-like" constitute the most important criteria.for selection
of a communication game. It is Interesting to note that only
eighty-one respondents considered "specified time limit" a signi-
ficant criteria. When asked on an open-ended item to discuss the

)
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major prOblem associated with the use of communication games, a
majority of respondents indicated the time required as the most
significant deterrent.

How do instructors evaluate students' participation in
communication games? Evaluation of student performance in
simulation exercises has, been recognized by authors of recent
articles and textbooks as a difficult task for most instructors.
SCA members were requested to answer items relative to evaluation
of students' performance in communication games. The first item

.focused on the general method utilized (see Table 7), while the,
second item required spedific methodologies employed in the '
evaluation procesd (see Table 8). Thus far, idt woulappear that
peer evaluation, student self evaluation, and instructor evalua-
tion are used considerably more frequently in complementary
combinations than they are used'in isolation. It is significant
that one-third of all game'users eeenCto have given up on the
idea of formal,evaluations of communication games. One hundred
and twenty-seven respondents indicated "no formal evaluation" of
classroom simulations. By farthe most popular method of
evaluation (whether by students or instructors) is the "obser-
vation" method.. Two hundred and thirtt-seven respondents
indicated that "visible' behavior changes" were observed as
the basis of theirevaluations 4f perforMance (see Table 8).
Student diaries and other methods of self reporting (including
face-to-face interviews with students following participation)
are advocated by approximately one-third of the respondents.

Where do instructors obtain their communication games?
The most popular source.of -communication games currently used
by SCA membefs is a colleague (see Table 9). Two hundred and
fifty-six game users, indicated colleagues asa major source of
the games which they utilize. Two-thirda. of the respondents
indicated that a number of. their classroom simulations were
the products of their own imaginations, while sixty-one per-.
cent 'of the game users singled out books as a good source.
Teacher's manuals, articles, and comMercially prepared games
were cited with relatively .equal frequency as sources of games,
while SCA publications were utilized 14 only 9.4% of the res-
pondents.

Which communication concepts are currently being taught
through communication games? Respondents were asked On an open-
ended item to. provide the concept or concepts which they felt
were particularly spited for instrUiction through game method-
ologies. Table 10 indicates concepts Wach were. listed by.at
reast ten respondents. Co.ncepts ldisted by fewer than ten
respondents are included in "other. concepts" at the bottom of
the table. Major concepts currently being taught through game
experiences include non-verbal communication, trust, feedback,

.

1
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person perception, listening, self awareness, group roles,
communication barriers, problem solving, one way - two way
communication, and conflict and conflict resolution.

Haw Zo..AotructOrs perceive reactions, to their use of
communication games? 'Three five-point Likert-type stales
were included in,the questionnaire. Respondents-were asked
to indicate their awn reactions tn the use of communication
games, as well -is to indicate ,thefr,iierceptions of colleague
and student reactions.- Table 11 includes the- ,breakdown of
student reactions, colleague reactions, and personal reactions:
Overall, 'respondents perceived student reactions to the use
of communication games as more favorable than their, own
reactions ar their colleagues' reactions. On a five -point

`scale, with five representing the most favorable evaluation,
the means for the three groupi are: Student Reactions (.A.32),
Peisonal Reactions (4.29), and Colleague Reactions (3.72).
An examination of the distribution of responses across. the

, five choices will reveal that student reactions and personal
reactions were divided rather evenly between "very favorable"
and "favorable" responses, while colleague reactions were per.-

. ceived for the most part as""favorable" or "mixed."

Discussion

The responses obtained from five hundred and eleven
Speech Communication Association members clearly indicate that
the utilization of communication games is a popular teaching
strategy within the discipline. With more than 70% of the
respondents indicating utilization, of communication games,
the recent trend of:including games in fundamentals, inter-
personal, and small groups textbooks; and the advent of a

dozen or so books within the past year which include as their'
major emphasis "communication probes" or "communication vibra-
tions" appear warranted.

The finding that use of communication games decreases,
as academic rank increases and as years of experience increases
probably means nothing more than an indication of the recency
of the popularization of game utilization within the d scipline.
One additional explanation might rest in the kinds of ourses
taught by "full professors" and people with fifteen or more years
of experience. Indeed it is possible that such peopl are
assigned upper division and graduate courses, which do not re-
quire the utilization of simulations and games.- Certainly, a
correlation must be drawn between the popularity,of communication,
games in undergraduate "service courses" such as speech funda-
mentals and interpersonal communication and years of teaching,
experience. Teachers with fewer years of experience are most
likely to be heavily involved in the teaching of. undergraduate
Service courses, and, most teachers faced with the prospect of

7
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thr_ee_ax_moze_ser_tiona of a basic ppeecheaU.rse would indeed
be open to alternative teaching strategies which just might
facilitate learning in courses packed with required enroll-
ments.

Responsei on the attitude scales would indicate that
SCA members are generally pleased with the results of game
utilization in their classrooms. There does, however, appear
to be concern among game users thattheir colleagues may be
less enthusiastic about their use of communication games.
RespAnses.to an open-ended item pertaining to major problems
explrienced in the utilization of, communication games includ-
ed a large number of comments concerning misunderstanding on
the part' of colleagues. When one considers that respondents
indicated colleagues as the prime.sOurce of their communica-
tion games, some explanation of the apparent discrepancy
would seem desirable. It is of course possible that the
colleagues from which the games were obtained constituted
a minority. On the other hand, it has been our experience
that instructors most familiar with communication games are
fully cognizant of inherent problems involved in conducting

P simulations. Willingness to openly discuss negative aspects
of game utilization could be interpreted by relatively new
game users es an overall unfavorable attitude toward games
as a teaching strategy.

L
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TABLE 2

TYPES OF GAMES UTILIZED

Game Type r Number of Respondents
Indicating Use

Reality7Simulation 293

Awareness Training 247

Games of Skill ' 80

Fantasy Games 58

Games of Chance 26

2 of All Game
Users

81.2%

68.5%

22.2%

16.1%

7%2%

4
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TAW 3

NUMB'ER OF YEARS GAMES UTILIZED

v.-,rs
A

Number of TiMes
Indicated

% of All Game
Users

1-3 Years 149 41.3%

4-7 Years '147 , 40.7%

8-12 Years 41 11.4%

13-20.Years ,16 4.4%

21 or More Years 8 2.2%

i

I

,



TABLE 4

COURSES IN WHICH. COMMUNICATION GAMES AkE

.USED MOST FREQUENTLY

Couise Number of Respondents'; : :% of-All Game -

Indicating UsOt Users

Speech Fundara ettals 161

Interpersonal
'Communication' 129

Small Groups 9-3

Communi64tion
Theory

Speech Education

Debate 17

Theatre 16'

Oral Interpretation 15

Rhetoric and Public
Address. 11

Speech Pathology 6'

Other Courses 104

4 -44.6%

35.7%

.25.8% s F11.:

2

6.9%

'4.7%

4.4%

4.2%

`' 3.0%

. 1.7%

28.8%

".

t
L 7



TABLES

RATIONALE FOR THE USE OF COMMUNICATION GAMES

Rationale Number of Times
Indicated

% of All Game
Users

Superior Method of Clari-
fying Concepts 309 85.6%

Variety; Alterndtive
Teaching Strategy 288 79.87

Student Enjoyment; Enter-
tainment Value 202 56.0%

Good Ice-Breakers 195 54.0%

Rapport Builders 172 47.6%-

Builds My Image As A
Creative Teacher 62 17.2%

Time Fillers, 30 8.3%

Other Rationales
2.44

85 23.5%

f



TABLE, 6

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF SPECIFIC

COMMUNICATION .GAMES

Criteria Number of Times % of all Game
Indicated Users

High Interest Level

Clear Object Lesson

Partitipation Factors

1

265

258

257

73.4%

71.5%

71.2%

Theory Based 206 57.1%*

Teaching Tool '204 56.5%

LifeLike 174. 48.2%

Originality 113
1

31.3%

Modeling Features 97 26.9%

Specified Time Limit 81 22.4%

Simplicity 77 ; 21.3%

Competitiveness 31 8.6%

Other Criteria 11 3.0%



TABLE 7
1

METHOD USFO\TO EVALUATE STUDENTS' PARTICIPATION

IN COMMUNICATIO* GAMES

'Method Number of Respondents % of All Game
Indicating Use Users

Combination of Instruc-
tor, Peer, & Self

Evaluations 179 49.6%

NO Formal Evaluation 127 35.2%

Instructor Evaluation
Only 55

Self Evaluation Only 6 31

Peer Evaluation Only -30

15.2%

8.6%

8.3%



TABLE 8

MEASUREMENT METHODS FOR EVAh6ATION OF

COMMUNICATION GAMES

Measurement Method Number of Respondents % of All Game
Indicating Use

Observation; Visible
Behavior Changes 237

Student Diaries: Self-
Reporting 147

Inteririews with Students 118

Skill Performance Criteria 109

Paper-Pencil Tests 80

Other Methods 53

Users

65.7%

40.7%

32.7%

-' 30.2t

22.2%

14.7% ,,

ti



TABLE 9

SOURCES FROM WHICH COMMUNICATION

GAMES ARE OBTAINED

Source Number of-Times % of All Game-
, Indicated Users'

Colleagups 256 70.9%

Own Imagination 239 66.2%

Books 220 60.9%

Teacher's.Manuals 116 ,32.17

Articles 106 29.4%

Commercially Prepared -.
Games

_
99 27.4%

CCA Publiqations 34 9.4%
t

Other Sources 34 9.4%

C.1

Aa

$



TABLE 10

COMMUNICATION CONCEPTS TAUGHT THROUGH GAMS

Concept Number of Times. Indicated

Non-Verbal Communication 68

Trust "i 52

Feedback 50

Person Perception 48

Listening 43

Self Awareness 35

Group Roles 35

Communication Barriers 33

Problem Solving 28

One Way - Two Way Communication 27

Conflict and Conflict Resolution 24

Other Cahcepts (49 Separate Items) 217
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